Background Exercise Development
TAP's exercise development began with a series of "Wisdom of Practice" studies, intensive investigations of 11 history teachers nominated as "expert" by professors, school administrators, and fellow teachers (for the rationale behind Wisdom of Practice, see Shulman, 1987a ; for examples, see . Our goal at this stage of development was not to survey the entire domain of history teaching so that we could randomly sample from it, the strategy of"job analysis" commonly used by commercial test developers. More modestly, we tried to select core ideas that represented worthwhile activities that good history teachers do--and do well.
This was not a neutral process. The nine exercises in our final batter}, reflected an image of teaching informed by the theoretical and empirical work that preceded it. This image portrays teachers as people with deep subject-matter knowledge who actively search for ways to represent that subject matter to learners. It presumes that teaching is not a generic process, for good teachers must craft powerful representations (analogies, metaphors, demonstrations, examples, stories, and simulations) that bridge between what they know and what they want their students to learn. These representations look different and draw on different knowledge depending on whether the content of instruction is mathematics or English literature, art history or physical education. Further, these exercises assumed that good teaching does not follow a set form Depending on their varied goals and situations, teachers may choose to present a lecture, arrange a cooperative group activity, act as a coach and facilitator to students doing individual projects, supervise a peer tutoring activity, and so on. This image of good teaching and the knowledge teachers need to do it well is described in the work of Shulman and his colleagues (cf. Shulman, 1986 Shulman, , 1987b Grossman, Wilson, & Shulman, 1989; Wilson, Shulman, & Richert, 1987; .
Exercise development also benefited from the counsel of an "expert" panel of practicing teachers, teacher educators, historians, and participants in our Wisdom of Practice studies. Our theoretical work on Wisdom of Practice worked in tandem with our exercise development. Ever conscious that the decision to assess teaching carries with it a conception of "better" and "worse," we tried to surl:ace our assumptions and offer for critique the normative model that undergirded our exercises. This was not a linear process but a dance between theoretical and developmental work. What we saw good teachers do led us to exercises, ttow other teachers did on these exercises made us wonder more about good teaching. New conceptions of good teaching led us to refine the assessments. Throughout this iterative process, we found ourselves continuing to enrich and elaborate, reframe and reinvent both our normative conceptions and our performance assessments.
Research Strategy
Sample. In the summer of 1987, 19 history teachers, representing a range of backgrounds and experiences, came to Stanford University for a 3-day field-test of an assessment center for history teachers. Here we limit our analysis to the performances of 2 of these teachers. We do so because examinations of teacher knowledge require the presentation of in-depth and detailed inff)rmation, which necessitates a small sample (ff~r examples, see Ball, 1993; Borko & Livingston, 1989; Lampert, 1986 Lampert, , 1990 Leinhardt & Greeno, 1986; Odoroff & Leinhardt, 1990) . This is especially true when the basis for exploring teacher knowledge is a set of performance exercises unfamiliar to many researchers and laypeople.
The two teachers chosen for this analysis displayed intriguing similarities and contrasts. In terms of the common way of measuring subject matter knowlcdgc--the number of courses in college or graduate school (cf. National Center for History in the Schools, 1991)--both teachers would be given a "high" rating. One teacher majored in history, the other had an MA in it, and both studied at universities whose history departments rank in the top 10 in the nation. Because the majority of history/social studies teachers major in disciplines other than history (National Center for History in the Schools, 1%)1), these teachers' course work in that discipline makes them the exception, not the rule. A second similarity between the teachers is that both work in suburban high schools in largely middle-class school districts. Social studies classes in both schools are tracked, and both teachers teach students from a range of ability levels. On the other hand, nearly a quarter century of experience separates the teachers. Ed Barnes completed his undergraduate studies in the 50s; Jane Kelsey completed hers in the 80s. {Both names are pseudonyms.) The younger teacher taught for 3 years prior to coming to the assessment center; the experienced teacher had 27 years' experience. Because our conception of teacher knowledge included many factors--subject matter knowledge, knowledge and experience with learners, pedagogical expertise, and pedagogical content knowledge--we believed that contrasting two teachers with similar backgrounds (in terms of university subject matter courses and the types of learners they taught) but who had different amounts of school experience held promise. Space limitations require us to limit our analysis to three of nine exercises:
(1) Evaluation of Student Papers, in which teachers read and responded to a set of student essays; (2) Use ()jr Documentary Materials, in which teachers planned a classroom activity using primary sources; and (3) Textbook Analysis, in which teachers evaluated an excerpt from a widely used U.S. history textbook (see Shulman, Haertel, & Bird, 1988 , for a description of the other six exercises in history and the nine exercises in elementary math). By selecting at least three exercises, we were able to triangulate our data, a common strategy in qualitative research (cf. Erickson, 1986) . Moreover, three exercises provided a contrast between interactive and self-administered tasks. Together, they convey the spirit of the full assessment battery.
Data Analysis. For the purpose of this analysis, we decided not to use the formal scoring rubrics TAP developed, though our thinking benefited from participating in their development. The goal of the scoring rubrics was data reduction; our goal in this project was to understand a smaller subset of data in greater depth than is usually possible when analyzing a larger sample of individuals ~flson and Wineburg and exercises. We first began analysis 2 years after the data were collected. Each of us independently listened to all audiotapes and reviewed all documents associated with the three exercises. As we did this, we wrote memoranda to each other about our impressions, hypotheses, questions, and concerns about the performances we reviewed. We then transcribed the audiotapes verbatim and checked each other's transcriptions for accuracy. As we proceeded from one exercise to the next, we generated a small set of hypotheses to account for the performances. We then checked these hypotheses by looking backwards to previous exercises and forward to the next, searching for confirmatory and disconfirmatory evidence (cf. Erickson, 1986) . During the early stages of analysis, we often had different explanations for why the teachers talked and thought as they, did, for as researchers we had grown in different directions since our shared experience of working on the TAP. Rather than push R)r premature consensus, wc used our differences to generate multiple, sometimes competing, hypotheses. We then returned to the raw data to see how our hypotheses fared. With each successive pass, we added hypotheses, eliminated others, and grew confident--or hesitant--of others.
In the R)llowing discussion, we present a case for the hypotheses we think best account for the differences in performance of these two teachers. This presentation draws heavily on direct quotations from teachers' speech and written comments. We do this, as opposed to offering mathematical summaries using TAP's scoring rubrics, because the questions we want to illuminate do not revolve around whether a teacher received a 4 or 5 on an exercise. Rather, we find most intriguing questions about how such judgments of quality, are made, the kinds of data on which they are based, and the standards that they reflect." This does not render summary scores obsolete, for they will play an important role in the standardiTation and evaluation of performance assessments. But reliance on such scores now, when performance exercises are new and have not yet been adequately evaluated, would be premature.
Rather than describing the performances and offering final iudgments, we present the exercises in the order we reviewed them and try, to recapitulate how we arrived at our final judgments. We use this rhetorical strategy for two reasons. First, we are interested in alternative forms of argument called for in conducting and reporting a type of qualitative research not readily labeled "ethnography" or "sociolinguistics." By attempting to make transparent our intellectual work, we invite readers to judge the accuracy, reasonableness, and validity, of our claims and to come to their own conclusions about the capacities and knowledge of these two teachers. The second reason we use it is because we believe that the thinking required to analyze performance data is complex in much the same way as the thinking entailed in accomplished teaching. It requires judgment based on multiple sources of evidence. Not readily, reduced to algorithms or easily stripped of context, these judgments are an inescapable part of performance assessment. As such, they, constitute an essential ingredient of the assessments we describe.
The Two Teachers
Mr. Barnes
Mr. Barnes is in his mid-50s and has been teaching for 27 years. Shortly after receiving a BA in speech from a prestigious West Coast university in the earl}, 1950s, he began teaching high school social studies. In 1961, he completed an MA in American history at the same university. He now teaches in a suburban high school in the San Francisco Bay area. He currently teaches Advanced Placement (AP) and "regular" U.S. history to high school juniors but has also taught world geography, American government, modern European history, and social psychology.
Ms. Kelsey
Ms. Kelscy, a woman in her late 20s, graduated from an Iv}, League university in 1983 with a BA in American history. After teaching junior high social studies for a },ear in a private school, she entered a fifth-year teacher education program that awards a masters degree upon completion. In her field placement, Ms. Keiscy taught in a suburban high school similar to the one in which Mr. Barnes now teaches, and became a full-fledged faculty member at the school the following year. At the time of the field test, she had taught full-time for 3 years--1 in a private school, 2 in public--and had teaching experience with 7th-and 1 l th-grade U.S. history, 8th-grade civics, 9th-grade medieval history, as well as with electives in psychology and art history.
Exercise 1: Evaluation of Student Papers

Description
The Evaluation of Student Papers was a 90-minute exercise (Wilson & McGraw, 1989 ) that consisted of two parts. In Part I, teachers reviewed six papers written by high school students in response to the following question: "Describe and evaluate the events and actions of people which led to the revolt of the American colonies against England." (These papers were written for a timed test as part of students' normal 1 lth-grade social studies class. Although we retyped the essays, we left errors in spelling and punctuation intact.) Teachers were escorted to a quiet room and given 20 minutes to think about the criteria they would use to grade the six papers. They were also asked to think about "the level of knowledge of the group and the general misconceptions that remain." After 20 minutes, a semistructured interview took place in which teachers explained their grading criteria. In Part II of the exercise, teachers were given three new essays to read and asked to "mark and make comments on each essay which will be useful to the studcnt." Another interview followed in which teachers elaborated on their written comments. They were also asked about their strategies for helping students improve their essays.
The Teachers' Responses
Mr. Barnes. Mr. Barnes began the interview by describing his criteria for evaluating the papers. He noted that he would have first explained his expectations to students: 1 would have emphasized that they should do everything that's asked for in the question in order to receive full credit and the highest grade possible. The instructions ask the students to both describe and evaluate events and actions and people which led to the revolt of the American colonies against England. So, somewhere in their essay, they should both describe events and they should evaluate their significance. And they should both mention events presumably on the part of the British government and actions or reactions on the part of the colonists. So it's really kind of a ffmr-part essay, and they should make a very determined attempt to do all four of those things in order to receive full credit.
Mr. Barnes summarized his grading criteria as (a) a concern for the presentation of accurate facts, (b) the description of key events and individuals, (c) the evaluation of those events, and (d) the student's mode of expression. He described Essay 5, a "B" paper, as:
A pretty good essay. Toward the latter part of it, it began to get very crude in terms of the way that the ideas were expressed. There was enough factual data and enough anal}sis of the data to lead me to believe that the student knew what he was talking about but had some difficulty in getting it out in paper. I was particularly distressed by the substitution of the word "slowed" for "allowed"... also mistaking the British West India Company for the British East India Company. I'm sure to a high school student, it makes no difference at all. To a history teacher, it's all the difference in the world.
The following comment addressed Essay 2, an "A-" essay:
The student demonstrated an excellent command of the facts. There were some minor problems of.sequencing, the chronology of events. He could have had a stronger topic sentence, in my opinion. To say that Britain started to become a nuisance to the colonies is rather a casual manner with which to introduce the coming of the American Revolution, especially when it's followed by such a well-organized and thoughtful elaboration of factual detail.
Mr. Barnes was consistent in his evaluation of student papers. His comments focused on students' factual and spelling errors, their mastery of historical information, their inappropriate use of formal and informal language, and, on occasion, their success with clever phrasing and "stirring" points.
Ms. Kelsey. Ms. Kelsey also laid out explicit criteria for evaluating the papers.
She drew a chart listing the following criteria: (a) "Takes a side and tries to stick to it. (Makes an argument/states a generalization.)" (b) "Uses specific facts from previous lessons to support argument," (c) "Evidence chosen supports that side or weaves story," (d) "Essay is long enough to accurately answer the question in specific detail," (e) "Essay is written with accurate grammar and spelling (that I can tell what you're talking about!) Paragraphing, structured and clear."
Ms. Kelsey began by noting that at least three of the six papers mirrored students' belief that history was a "catalogue of names and dates." She speculated that students' prior instruction had been "heavily fact-oriented" and wondered whether these essays really tapped what students knew. Her initial comments, like those of Mr. Barnes, focused on how she would have prepared students for this essay:
! would give some more scaffolding [to the essay prompt] so that the kids understood that they were to both describe and evaluate. These appear to be average-level kids. It's really hard for them to do the two things. It's hard for a historian and it's really rcally hard for an averagelevel kid. So I would probably say, "Include these events and interpret these events."... Rules like, "i want you to include at least the following or three of the following".... "And when you interpret, you should consider issues like, 'Was this primarily political or economic?' " In responding to Essay 2, the paper Mr. Barnes said "demonstrated an excellent command of the facts," Ms. Kelsey commented:
This kid sounds to me like the kind of kid who's worked really hard to study. I get the impression that this kid got a message.., that history is a catalogue of names and dates .... My guess is that the student walked away thinking, "I wrote a great essay. I should get an A."
In their grading criteria, both teachers focused on whether students addressed the question; both took into account students' spelling, grammar, and quality of expression. As Table 1 shows, the grades awarded by the two teachers were almost perfectly correlated, r s = .94, p < .001.
But such similarities can be deceiving. Although the grades were nearly identical, their meanings were not. In response to the question, "What is your In their responses, Mr. Barnes focused on student ability, Ms. Kelsey on student beliefs and misconceptions.
The teachers' different loci carried over to their pl:ms m Part II of the exercise, which asked teachers to "provide reined|at|on and enrichment" to three new students. For example, ahhough both teachers agreed that Student B's essay was the weakest of the three, their plans lk>r rcmediatit)n differed in tone and substance (see Figure 1 ). Mr. Barnes said that hc would encourage this student to read more. My own theory is that--it's hardly novel--today's studcilts write so poorly, including this one.., because they read hardly anything :it :ill. except fi)r what's assigned .... They do not read for any kind <if knowledge about how to write but for renlembering a few facts for a test that will get them the grade fllat the)' need to get the car fl)r the weekend or maybe even to get into the college of their choice. But they don't pay attention to the style of the writing in the material that they're given. And this, 1 believe, is how people learn how to write--from re;iding. So renlecliation would be: Read nlorc, write better. Cause and eflt.'ct.
Ms. Kelsev, on the other hand, saw things diflE'rently:
l concentrated with this kid oil... "giving yourself a voice" and h(>w c,m you do that more effectively.... 1 would work on how to get what .vou know--v,'h-it's here in your head--into a form:Jr. I suspect that once it was in a better format, other things woukt begin to lall into place bet tcr, and kids could better express what they really know.... Slart with their own feelillgs, start with that because it's ;t great place to build a bridge between yourself and the inftlrmation .... I might pair this kid v~.'ith :l nlore able kid sometimes, or, if l get the chance, work with lhe kid individu,llly to understand hov,' that would work Probably clo sonic group work with the class about outlining...because there's a hit of potential here that's not being realized Beyond u shared concern with spelling and cisage, there was little similarity in the advice the two teachers provided to Student B. These different era- Table  2 ). Rather than addressing the historical content of the essays, Barnes's comments focused on generic issues of writing and expression. While she did not ignore problems of compositior~, Kelsey focused primarily on making these better bisto(y essays. In this part of the exercise, teachers were not asked to assign a grade, only to offer constructive feedback to the authors. The fact that Mr. Barnes chose to grade essays, and that Ms. Kelsey did not, may indicate different orientations to this task. For Barnes, these papers may have represented finished products awaiting final evaluations, whereas for Kelsey they may have represented first drafts awaiting revision. Indeed, in two of three cases, Kelsey encouraged students to rework their essays and hand them in again.
Raising Questions About Teacher Knowledge
As windows into teacher thinking, what do these brief sketches of performances suggest? First, there arc some obvious similarities. Both teachers wanted students 
Summary comment written on papera ~'
Student B Assessment of student's performance Strengths Barnes: "Better than average" comprehension of facts, events, people, and actions leading to American Revolution. Kelsey: "The information is correct and shows that the student worked hard; good grasp of events." Weaknesses Barnes: "Wooden" written expression lacking fluidity; tends to lapse into sentence fragments, which may be a function of running out of time. Kelsey: "Thinks that history is a catalogue of things"; "has memorized the timeline and wrote it down." Needs work on paragraphing and capitalization.
Strategies for remediation or enrichment Barnes.. "Same remediation as Student A"; more reading; additional practice writing essays. Kelsey: Let student know that putting down many facts will not earn high grade.
Encourage student to take risks. Use small-group strategies. Pair student with a more able peer.
Summarle comment written on paper Barnes: "You recall the facts rather well but your writing could be more fluid. We will keep working on this (e.g., 'a lot' is a piece of land, not a unit of measurement 
Strategies for remediation or enrichment
Barnes: "Remind him that Britain is a singular subject and 'their' is a plural adjective and you can't link the two together in the English language .... Remind him of some of the details that escaped him in the heat of the battle and tell him to keep up the good work." Kels<v: [ [Student wrote that aaer the French and Indian Wars, the colonists realized that Great Britain was no longer necessary for protection.] "Yes it would also help to briefly explain that this was because the French threat was over, while correspondingly England was now freer to tighten hold; also England wished to use the colonies to help repay its war debts."
"See Figure 1 . hTeachers were asked to make written comments on the papers but were not explicitly asked to give them a grade. Mr. Barnes chose to do so. Ms. Kelsey chose not to after clarifying with the interviewer whether assigning a grade was a required part of the exercise. ~Kelsey wrote no summary comment but made these marginal comments.
to present organized and supported claims. Both wanted the essays to embody principles of good form And both awarded grades that showed remarkable similarity, varying, if at all, by half-grade shades of difference. Yet, when we stand back from these performances, we are struck not by their similarity but by their difference. Mr. Barnes approached this task with the confidence of someone who has spent 27 years grading papers. He worked steadily through papers, noting factual and spelling errors, and urging students to read more so that they will write better. Indeed, Barnes's fluid approach recalls the kind of scripted processing often described in the literature on teacher expertise (e.g., Berliner, 1986; Leinhardt & Green(), 1986; Pumam, 1987; Sabers, Cushing, & Berliner, 1991) . Ms. Kelsey, on the other hand, proceeded slowly, and her judgments carried hedges, qualifications, and alternative hypotheses: Do the papers tell us more about students' prior instruction than what they real/,,' know? Might students have written better essays with prompts and other cognitive supports? Would they have been better able to display their knowledge using other media? Indeed. Kelsey noted that in her own classroom she combines essays with alternative {k)rms of assessment (such as making time lines and "learning posters") because many students "don't use words well but the)' really understand a lot. And obviously l want to help them use words in my class.., but 1 a/so find other ways to help them express themselves."
kVith only these performances to go on, it is difficult to locate the source of these differences. In the following section, we sketch out a series of hypotheses that might account for these variations. These hypotheses are not mutually exclusive but overlapping, for wc are not searching for a single dominant explanation but seeking a series of interpretations that together shed light on the differences we observed.
ttl'pothesis A: The teachers hold d(fferent belief~ aOout the roles and responsibilities of students and teachers. These differences in perR)rmance may be due to teachers' different conceptions of the roles and responsibilities of teachers and students. Barnes might hold students accountable for acquiring the information teachers provide. If students pay attention, the), will learn the content they need. If, when reading, students examined authors' styles, the,,' would become better readers and writers. In this view, teaching follows a straight path: Direct students to good books and R)cus their attention on authors' writing Require them to demonstrate their knowledge in writing assignments. Correct errors of fact and style.
Ms. Kelsey, on the other hand, may believe that students struggle to learn and write about history. They may possess flawed conceptions that need to he challenged. They may be unfamiliar with reading persuasive prose and composing persuasive essays. The)* may be uncomfortable with innovative and personal thinking. In this view, teachers are responsible for creating environments that support student experimentation with self-expression and new R)rms of learning.
tt),pothesis B: The teachers hold different theories of learning.
A related hypothesis is that the teachers hold different theories of learning. Perhaps Mr.
Barnes believes that learning comes about through exposure and absorption. Provided that students arc exposed to materials for sufficient periods (and encouraged to practice), they will, eventually, absorb what they need to know. Ms. Kelsey seems to believe that knowledge is constructed, not absorbed, and that students need help in constructing their historical understandings.
Itypothesis C: The teachers hold different conceptions of the history curriculum. These differences might be partially accounted for by the teachers' different conceptions of the history curriculum. Barnes corrects factual errors unlikely to cause anguish to most students, such as mixing up the British East and West India Companies, but in his opinion, such errors make "all the difference in the world." Committed to insuring that students have their facts straight, he crossed out the words "a whole bunch of tea" in one essay (the student had written, "The colonists.., pushed a whole bunch of tea off a boat") and penciled in "342 chests." Although Ms. Kelsey also corrected factual errors, she seemed more concerned with, in her words, the "big picture." She focused her comments on the lack of interpretation and analysis in these papers, rather than on their factual content. The different emphases in teachers' comments may reflect different beliefs about the kind of history that is most important for students to know. Schwab (1958 Schwab ( /1978 might call the syntactical structures of history: how historical knowledge is created and justified, the role played by interpretation and warrant, the fallacies of evidence, and the use of evidence to craft arguments?
tlT,pothesis D: The teachers have different underlying conceptions of historical knowledge. Another way to look at
These ffmr hypotheses could account in part for the differences we observed. But this exercise provides only a glimpse into the world of teacher knowledge, belief, and skill. To broaden our vision, we turn to the next exercise. First, could you briefly describe some ways that you might use some of these materials in your teaching? Well, to begin with, I wouldn't use them in my regular history classes, but l could use them in my AP classes because I think the reading level is too difficult for the typical average high school student that I deal with. l know that my AP students could deal with it even though they would object to the ambiguity and to the fact that they would have to make some choices and judgments.
They would rather just be told what happcned and then remember it for the test.
Mr. Barnes elaborated that, with his able students, documents could provide "a flavor of what historical research is all about." He explained: 1 would lead off by telling them that history is not always as simple as it may seem from reading about it from a textbook in terms of what actually happened. And that the longer the)' stay in school and the more history classes they take, the more confused the), may become as to the true nature of certain events in our history, especially events involving conflict and disagreement in terms of motive and causation and so on. This is often explored in seminars on historiography. And if they decide to become history majors, they can rest assured that this type of technique is something that they will use numerous times before they get through with their study of history. But even for those who don't go on and stud): history at an advanced level and take courses in historiography, there's a good lesson here in the conflict of evidence, that people have to be able to read about events, or to be able to look at pictures about events and make choices as to the validity, the relative weight or merit, of certain kinds of events.
When asked about classroom activities he would plan, Barnes focused on the question of who fired the first shot at Lexington:
All of the students could read all of the written documents and the pictorial documents during a class period or as a homework assignment. And then, the following day, we could have a discussion about them .... Which [side] fired first? Did the colonists fire first or was it impossible to know?... There's all kinds of other ways. You could use a jigsaw activity ~ . . . you could simply have kids read these and give them a test as to what were the two basic points of view, the two basic differences. Or you could have oral reports, individualized oral reports from kids who have read all of these, what they think happened and why they think it happened. You could have a paper, like a seminar paper.., trying to reach some kind of conclusion as to what evidence seems more valid and why and their conclusion about the nature of events as near as the), can determine .... So basically it's either break it up into corn-ponent parts with individual students taking documents and reporting either to groups or to the whole class, or all students reading all documents and then a generalized dissection of each one during class time. Just start with one and go through the rest of them. I think they both have merit.
When asked what he would do if some students didn't understand the main points of the documents, Mr. Barnes said he would use the "good old didactic approach. If they can't guess, I'll tell them."
Ms. Kelsey. Mr. Barnes focused on his most able students. Ms. Kelsey generated multiple uses of these documents for learners at various ability levels. She said that the documents offer: a fabulous way to get the kids to start to think historically about what really happened .... It's a good exercise in precision and certainly in point of view on how our interpretations of history would be altered b':,' our points of view upon it. [lt would] be a great way to get kids to work with the language of the time and the perceptions that people had. To really get down and mess with it, and start working on some critical skills in determining what really happened. But also how each account might vary and why. [One purpose] that just jumps out at me is the ques tion of historical interpretation and bias that appears in our interpretations over time .... I'd start with the points of view and how each point of view uses bias to make its case .... There's an affective goal there, too, that the students should really get in and really experience that as well .... I would encourage kids to do that, to think about their own perceptions of reality in the world they experience. It could be a wonderful tie-in to the contemporary bias in journalism. It could also be an exercise m recording precisely what the), have experienced .... If I were going to think about a hierarchy of skill, 1 think it's a little lower on the hierarchy than trying to assess bias, and it would depend on the level of nay kids where I'd start working. For a lot of them, their sense of language is so fuzz}, and imprecise, something that you can slide past th<: teacher and get an OK grade on, rather than giv[ing] people a juicy sense t~', what happened. 'With a lower level set of kids, ! might just let them think ((n awhile: Which [document] really tells you with the most detail what really happened .... 1 could couple that with an exercise where they build an explanation ot something And then with very able students--no, actually, [ could do this in a variety of ways and make the assignment in a couple of tiers--I might encourage kids to then quote from documents and try to develop an argument. It would be a great DBQ [Document-Based Question] if it were AP kids.
To Ms. Kelsey, these documents presented a range of curricular and pedagogic possibilities (see Table 3 ). She agreed with Mr. Barnes that original documents challenge most students but disagreed with him about the instructional implications of this challenge. The problems posed by documents would deter Mr. Barnes from using them except with his most able students. Ms. Kelsey, on the other hand, would use them with all students, but would craft activities at different "tiers" for students of varied abilities, experiences, and interests. 
Knowledge of Histo O, Teachers
I would add some more documents front the British point of view and then you could really get in and rc experience that some more. You could have the kids enact them .... I would culmitaatc the activity v¢ith .'in essay of some kind.
Documents Studied, Hypotheses Revisited
In both teachers' plans, students would read and discuss documents. They might engage in debate and would do some kind of writing assignment at the end. Mr. Barnes planned to send students off to work with documents as homework, or perhaps use them during an in-class reading assigm-nent. After students read the documents the}' would discuss them in class or report back to each other, perhaps in :l jigsaw activity.
Ms. Kclsey began with a different set of premises. The Battle of Lexington took place a long time ago, and students might have difficult}, making personal connections to the past. Perhaps she would need to begin with something more immediate--either students' own experiences or something they've seen on TV. Moreover, students, like adults, have trouble distinguishing fact from inference and may need to examine their assumptions. They might need practice learning how to ask questions about the trustworthiness of evidence. Because of the complexity of these materials, she would put students into small groups and provide them with a range of tasks so that all students could participate, no matter their level of sophistication or skill.
Both teachers thought hard about using documents in their classrooms. Both took into account student abilities and subject matter. Why, then, did they think so differently about the purposes of these documents and the kinds of instructional activities they might use?
After the first exercise, we speculated that the two teachers might hold different conceptions of historical knowledge (Hypothesis D), with Mr. Barnes seeing history as primarily about facts and Ms. Kelsey seeing it as interpretative and perspcctival. But here the two teachers sounded alike. At one point, Mr. Barnes remarked that history "involves a lot of sifting of facts, a lot of interpretation of data, and then making the best educated guess possible," likening the process to a "fascinating detective story." These comments shed new light on tiypothesis D. It seems that both teachers recognize the interpretative nature of historical knowledge, the centrality of evidence, and the influence of point of view. In this sense there is greater similarity in the teachers' views than we originally thought.
Although Barnes and Kelsey may hold parallel views about the complexity of historical knowledge, the}, may differ in their beliefs about the nature of school history (Hypothesis C). Mr. Barnes seems to think of school history in two ways: a history of facts and events for average students; and a history of facts and events, with some understanding of the interpretative aspects of historical knowledge, for college-bound students. Instructional planning, then, becomes a matching process in which teachers make judgments about students' ability and then locate materials students can handle. Knowledge of history comes in hierarchically arranged blocks of facts and interpretations. Factual knowledge precedes knowledge of interpretation, and less able students, according to Mr. Barnes, may never reach the interpretative side of the subject.
Though her high school, like Barnes's, is tracked by ability, Ms. Kelsey embraces a different view of the history curriculum. She sees a close connection between the history she studied as an undergraduate and the history she teaches adolescents. In her view, factual knowledge and interpretation are bound together, so interwoven that it is impossible to disentangle the two, curricularly or otherwise. To be sure, Kelsey modifies her assignments and activities based on student ability, but these variations serve a common goal--engaging all students in the process of interpreting the past.
We see further support in this exercise for Hypothesis B (Learning Theories). As in the previous exercise, Mr. Barnes made numerous references to an exposure/absorption theory of learning. Students learn if they listen, attend to, and pay attention to the topics teachers "present," "get across," and "tell." Ms. Kelsey, on the other hand, repeatedly emphasized the building of connections between history and students' lives, and the need to create situations that help students see the relevance of past to present. Yet, it is difficult to know whether these differences stem from teachers' beliefs about learning or from their conceptualizations of historical knowledge (Hypothesis D), for the two go hand-in-hand. If knowledge comes prepackaged, teaching is simple: Just deliver the packages. But if knowledge is dynamic, teachers cannot simply hand over prepackaged facts, for understanding these "facts" rests in no small measure on understanding the ever-shifting interpretative frameworks in which they are embedded.
Data from this exercise also help us to elaborate Hypothesis A (Roles and Responsibilities). In analyzing Ms. Kelsey's plans, we noted that her students would also read documentary materials, but first she would model for them how she might question the documents. She would lead them through the tangle of historiography knowing full well how easily they tend to lose the trail. Barnes's students, on the other hand, might read documents for homework or use them during class, but either way they would receive little preparation for the assignment. Mr. Barnes assumes students will navigate their own way through the documents; Ms. Kelsey assumes that it is her responsibility to provide cognitive stepping stones along the way.
Still another hypothesis emerges from these data. The differences we found in this exercise might have less to do with theories of learning or conceptions of role than with differences in teachers' pedagogical content knowledge, the intersection of subject matter knowledge and knowledge of learners that Shulman (1986) characterized as the "unique province of teachers." (We refer to this possibility as Hypothesis E). The essence of pedagogical content knowledge is transformation, the process by which teachers turn their subject matter knowledge into representations that bridge the chasm between what they know and what they want their students to learn. We noted few transformations in Mr. Barnes's plans. Ms. Kelsey's plans, on the other hand, displayed varied transformations of content.
Pedagogical content knowledge also embraces teachers' ability to anticipate content likely to prove difficult or easy for learners. Aware of the difficulty of these materials, Mr. Barnes restricted their use to AP students, but he showed little awareness of the formidable challenges these documents present to able students--even those with high SAT scores, good grades, and high scores on subject matter achievement tests (Wineburg, 1991a (Wineburg, , 1991b . In contrast, Ms. Kelsey noted that even teachers have trouble with documents. To simplify the task, she would eliminate redundant documents and arrange students into pairs or trios to work collaboratively2
We wonder whether the focus on pedagogical content knowledge is a manifestation of something still deeper. And so, we revisit and recast Hypothesis D (Historical Knowledge). Is it possible that Barnes did not plan preparatory activities prior to giving students documents because he was not aware of the cognitive challenges they presented? Correspondingly, did Kelsey craft activities on slanted language, bias, and perspective-taking because she was more attuned to these aspects, qua historian, than Barnes? Indeed, whereas Kelsey corroborated evidence, speculated about the origins of documents, raised multiple competing hypotheses, and generated themes that captured the patterns of the evidence, Mr. Barnes talked only of a single dimension in the documents: the dispute over who fired the first shot. Although Barnes and Kelsey may have both viewed history as "detective work," Kelsey appeared--at least in this exercise--to be the shrewder detective, s
We recognize that there are other ways to account for these differences. Perhaps Ms. Kelsey tried harder. Perhaps Mr. Barnes skimmed documents instead of reading them carefully. This we cannot know from our data. And so, we bring our set of hypotheses to the third and final exercise.
Exercise 3: Textbook Analysis
Description
During the 3 hours of the Textbook Analysis Exercise (Wineburg & Kerdeman, 1989) , teachers evaluated a selection from Todd and Curti's (1982) Rise of the American Nation, a widely used U.S. history textbook. We asked teachers to imagine that the book was being considered for adoption by an urban school district, and that their task was to:
Provide a candid review .... Think about such aspects as the soundness of the history the textbook presents, the book's appeal to students, the quality of the writing, the book's potential as a tool for enhancing social studies skills, the book's appropriateness for different kinds of students, its general strengths and weaknesses, and any other information relcvant to its possible adoption.
To provide a focus for their analysis, teachers were asked to give special consideration to three subtopics of the American Revolution: (a) the role of minorities and women; (b) the Boston Massacre, and (c) the issue of taxation and representation. Teachers received the text selection, a short excerpt from the accompanying teacher's manual (including examples of ready-made worksheets and tests), and a response form with questions and ample space to write answers. Sample questions included: "How does the text measure up with regard to recent scholarship in history?", "How might students of different reading levels react to the text?", and "How appropriate is the text for the different types of teaching styles used in history/social studies classrooms?" There were also a series of shorter questions directing teachers to specific sections of the text. This exercise did not include an interview component.
The Teachers' Responses
At the most basic level, the two teachers differed in how much they wrote, 1,892 words for Ms. Kelsey to 1,001 words for Mr. Barnes. We were aware, however, that length of response is not equivalent to depth or breadth of response, for encountered this problem in her research on the subject matter knowledge of teachers. In that study, she found that it was possible to distinguish between "lengthy" responses and "good" responses. Aware of the need for such discrimination, we searched for qualitative differences to support or challenge these quantitative differences. We found that the teachers disagreed on (a) the soundness of the history presented by the text, (b) the book's effect on student understanding, and (c) the pedagogical usefulness of the worksheets and activities in the teacher's manual.
ttistorical soundness of the text. In evaluating the historical soundness of the text, particularly as it applied to the history of women and minorities, Mr. Barnes wrote:
I believe that the text presents sound history concerning the role of minorities and women in the Revolution, surpassing the texts 1 currently use in the amount of attention dew)ted to these two groups. No text 1 have used before devoted as much as the two entire paragraphs in Rise alh)ted to "Women in the Revolution".... I know of no recent scholarship which is neglected in Rise concerning the three subtopics.
Ms. Kelsey disagreed:
This is standard rah-rah stuff, with the bias one generally sees toward white, male, political history, lt's upsetting to see so little mention of recent work, especially stuff like Nancy Cott" on colonial women or various historians' work on minorities. The illustration [of a slave ship] on page 97, for example, is well-known and l've seen it elsewhere, hut it's not true that it's the "only picture drawn from life"--check out slave trading manuals from the period, which show how bodies could bc packed most effectively and subdued--they have detailed drawings of manacles and whips. That generally sets the kids thinking--this illustration, by compari~)n, is like a cruise ship. Also, despite the token reference to Crispus Attucks, the slave trade and Afro-American contributions to the economy and culture of the coh)nics arc glossed over, and women, too, are relegated to cameo appearances. These differences were thrown into sharper relief by the teachers' responses to a passage about Pontiac's Rebellion. The passage read:
Under the able leadership of Pontiac, an Ottawa chief, the Indians joined forces to prevent any further invasion of their lands. For nearly a year, the Indians and whites were locked in a desperate struggle. The Indians destroyed most of the British forts west of Niagara. Death and destruction raged along the length of the western frontier. Finally, British and colonial troops recaptured the forts. The Indians accepted generous peace terms. Pontiac declared, "We shall reject everything that tends to evil, and strive with each other to see who shall be of the most service in keeping up that friendship that is so happily established between us." (Todd & Curti, 1982, pp. 98-99) Mr. Barnes characterized this explanation as "clear, accurate, and gradeappropriate." Again, Ms. Kelsey disagreed:
Uh-oh. 1 have a hard timc believing things were this rosy and, unfortunately, my students will be all too slow to question a passage like this. The vague passages in paragraphs 2-4 make it sound like only the British and colonial troops were the repositories of order (and by implication virtue). And the Pontiac quote is nauseating, isolated as it is from the appropriate context of his plight. Works like Morgan's American Slat,erl,. Americat, Freedom [1975] clearly indicate the cruelty which colonists in fact inflicted. (By the way, what were those "generous peace terms?" Also. these carl}, land conflicts neatly presage later pushes for "manifest destiny"--a conceptual opportunity the author ignores.} Effects on students' understanding. The teachers also disagreed about the book's likely effects on student understanding. In response to a question about the text's effectiveness in "addressing the historical misconceptions that man}, students possess," Mr. Barnes thought the book was "especially effective" in two places: first, in a caption to a picture of the Boston Tea Party, which has the raid taking place during daylight, the text warns readers that "actually the raiders sneaked on board the ship at night" (p. 109); and second, in a caption for an engraving of the Boston Massacre the text alerts readers that "actually there were only ten soldiers and about sixty protesters who clashed on that March day in 1770" (p. 106). Ms. Kelsey, on the other hand, interpreted "student misconceptions" as the broad, entrenched beliefs about history she referred to in Exercise 1. She saw the text as "reinforcing misconceptions, hardly ameliorating them" because "the poor treatment accorded women, Blacks, and Native American cultures will tend to reinforce students' despairing conviction that history is all politics, wars, and the deeds of white men."
Pedagogical usefulness of supplementarl, materials. These divergent views carried over to the teachers' evaluations of the text's supplementary materials.
Mr. Barnes wrote that these materials contained "many excellent skill building activities and ideas." His sole objection was that a suggested essay question might have been better asked in an "objective fl)rmat." Ms. Kelsey was less positive in her response. For example, both teachers responded to a worksheet on mapping skills. 7 Entitled Completing a Map: Western Lands, this worksheet asked students to "label the 13 colonies," identify "the southern boundary of western territory added to Quebec by the Quebec Act of 1774," and name "the five colonies [that] did not claim land west of the Proclamation Line of 1763." Mr. Barnes listed the worksheet among the six "excellent skill building activities" he would use. Ms. Kelsey was less enthusiastic:
The map worksheet give kids no chance to get creative, whether with color, symbols, or interpretation. The map is also too sketchy to give anything but political information and thus leaves out critical information like the South's main waterways, the importance of the Appalachians, the position of the Adirondacks and Green Mountains. It fails to show either Boston or Charleston. And it thus severely hampers students' embryonic perceptions of both diversity and unit}' in the colonies.
Taking Stock
The Textbook Analysis exercise clarifies some earlier hunches, deepens others. Comments such as "1 know of no recent scholarship which is neglected" suggests that Mr. Barnes has not followed developments in American history over the past quarter century. He seems to have extensive knowledge of "textbook history," the factual and chronological content found in school textbooks, but seems less knowledgeable when asked about the interpretive frameworks historians use to bring meaning to the past. It appears, then, that there are substantive differences in the subject-matter knowledge of the two teachers, an extension of Hypothesis D (Historical Knowledge).
Perhaps the teachers' sharpest disagreement concerned the book's treatment of women and minorities. We speculate that the source of this disagreement is the qualitatively different touchstones each teacher used to judge the book's soundness. Mr. Barnes compared the book to other textbooks, especially the two he uses. Ms. Kelsey held the text to a different standard--works by Nancy Cott in women's history or Edmund Morgan on slavery. Using this standard, the treatment of women and minorities in sidebars and end-of-the-chapter sections seemed shabby. Their use of different standards might reflect differences in the teachers' knowledge of history. In her response, Ms. Kelsey drew on a body of historiography that Mr. Barnes did not mention. Although there are many reasons why Mr. Barnes might have neglected to mention things he knows, his statement, "I know of no recent scholarship" lends credence to the hypothesis that these teachers know different things.
After Exercise 1, we speculated that Barnes and Kelsey hold different conceptions of their roles and responsibilities (Hypothesis A). Here we find further evidence for that assertion but with particular reference to how the teachers perceived their role vis-fi-vis curricular materials. For Mr. Barnes, teacher decision making took on a binary quality. When he evaluated some aspect of the book, he either said it was excellent or, in the case of the essay question, said it should be replaced. In his view, teachers accept or reject curricular materials, but do little to adapt and modify them. This view sheds light on Barnes's responses in the previous exercise, when he was adamant that primary documents could only be used with AP but not with average students.
Ms. Kelsey seems to have a different conception of role vis-a-vis curricular materials. She sees them as raw materials to adapt and transform. We saw this in the previous exercise when she described her plans to modify the set of documents. In this exercise, she described how she would mold suggested activities and ready-made worksheets. For example, she saw value in Worksheet 22, an eyewitness account of the conditions at Valley Forge that "starts to get at some serious issues like 'Do you think it is a reliable source?'" But she recognized that a question of this magnitude needed to be adapted before it could be given to students.
Perhaps these different approaches are best exemplified in the teachers' summary comments about the "benefits and drawbacks of adopting this book." For Mr. Barnes, the chief benefit of adoption would be to "put a well-written, up-to-date, grade-level-appropriate textbook into the hands of students and a fine set of accompanying materials into the hands of each teacher." The chief drawback would be that so much money would be spent on books that "students might still refuse to read.., because it is, after all, only a textbook." Mr. Barnes cast educational decisions in black and white: The book should be adopted, but students wouldn't read it.
After Ms. Kelsey's many criticisms, one might imagine that she would find few benefits in adoption. On the contrary, she found a way to turn the book's shortcomings into pedagogical opportunities: "[The text could] be adapted in many different ways by a creative teacher. The reading level is reasonable, and glitches in information could be valuable critical thinking exercises, especially with supplementary materials." Different premises, it seems, motivate each teacher's stance toward curricula. For Mr. Barnes, curricular materials present fixed options. For Ms. Kelsey, they present potentialities to be shaped and molded to fit particular contexts and goals.
In examining the teachers' written comments, still other differences echo between the lines. Ms. Kelsey's sensitivity and attention to the relationship between history and student motivation again surfaced in this exercise, an elaboration of Hypothesis E (Pedagogical Content Knowledge). In evaluating a suggestion in the teacher's manual that students conduct research projects on Mary Warren, John Hancock, Joseph Warren, Samuel Adams, and other figures from the Revolution, she commented, "My kids are about as interested in researching Sam Adams as I am in hearing Twisted Sister [a contemporary rock group]. The activity badly needs some spark." Similarly, in Exercise 2, she referred several times to the affective experience of reading original sources, how reading the words of the people who made history can be exciting for adolescents, a "fabulous way to get the kids to start to think historically" (cf. Scott, 1992) .
These comments suggest a way of thinking about history that never loses sight of the interests and dispositions of adolescents. They suggest that Ms. Kelsey believes that historical materials, carefully selected and thoughtfully presented, can excite and motivate students. In contrast, we found little in Mr. Barnes's responses that spoke to student motivation. If anything, we found evidence suggesting that Barnes thinks students are, by nature, unmotivated, and that there is little in the history curriculum to excite them. When reviewing the "A" student's essay in Exercise 1, he assumed the student was writing "about a topic he might not have any personal interest in." In the same exercise, he remarked that "today's students don't read" except to get a good grade or to "get the car for the weekend or maybe even to get into the college of their choice." In Exercise 2, he believed that even his AP students would balk at a document exercise because "they would rather just be told what happened and then remember it for the test." Here he assumed that students would not read textbooks, no matter how interesting or well-written. We could find no instance in which he spoke about historical content that excites, challenges, or unsettles students, nothing analogous to Ms. Kelsey's memory of presenting students with pictures of manacles and whips, about which she remarked: "That generally sets the kids thinking."
The Contexts of Judgment: Wrinkles in Time and Place By shedding light on process and product, decision and justification, these three exercises provide a glimpse into teacher thinking offered by few existing assessments. The data we encountered did not come separated into batteries for "subject matter knowledge" and "pedagogy." Rather, these forms of knowledge comingled in these exercises, just as they do every time a teacher grades an essay or crafts an activity. Yet the resemblance of these exercises to some features of practice can be deceiving. Just because we asked teachers to do things they often do--plan for instruction, grade students' work, and think about using textbooks--we should not confuse a set of activities that resembles teaching with the act itself. We believe these exercises bear a relationship to teaching, else we would not have worked so long in developing and testing them. But they do not constitute teaching, and we need to emphasize that the work on understanding the relationship between such exercises and classroom teaching has yet to be done.
In forming our judgments, we were cast without the traditional moorings of multiple-choice and short answer tests, the answer keys and checklists that simplify the act of judgment. Rather than following a straight line from one exercise to the next, we have followed a recursive path, cycling back to earlier exercises when we found a new clue or jumping ahead to the next exercise to pursue a promising hunch. Although we have simplified this process for presentation in a journal article, we have also tried to present our findings to highlight the nature of the data we collected and the kinds of discussions that take place when such data are mined for meaning." The complexity of this process was inspired by the richness of the domain we sought to assess.
In proposing that teachers' work be evaluated according to professional judgments--judgments principled and disciplined but resistant to pat formulas and generic rules--educational reformers may be calling for a system that ap-peals to the narrative traditions of the humanities and social sciences, rather than to the more familiar paradigmatic traditions of the physical sciences (Bruner, 1985; Mink, 1987) . This does not mean that presentations of performance results will always be as long as this one. As these exercises become widely used and better understood, recognizable patterns of performance may emerge. These patterns might in turn lead to more streamlined analyses. But turning a performance into a number will not end debates about the meaning of teachers' words and deeds. Skilled ludgment--no matter the field--is characterized by debates about the meaning of professional action. These discussions attest to the vitality of a field, to the fact that a field's core issues continue to stir passion and inspire new ways of thinking.
We value professional judgment, yet this analysis reminds us of its complexity. On one level, we feel confident in saying there were real differences in the performances of Barnes and Kelsey, and that these differences are significant in a number of ways. Moreover, data from six additional exercises, which we reviewed prior to completing this article, provide support for the hypotheses we lay out here, but not without added qualifications and expansions (cf. Wineburg, 1989; Wineburg, 1991c ). Yet, taking the next step, moving from observations of differences to making decisions on their basis, raises questions about how teachers will be judged--and by whom. In what follows, we focus on some of these issues, beginning with concerns we encountered as "judges" ourselves.
It would be disingenuous to claim that we did not find ourselves favoring Kelsey's responses over Barnes's. Nor would we suggest that our affirmation of one teacher over the other was a coincidence or historical accident. Indeed, the differences we found between these two teachers represent major shifts in how we, as individuals and as members of academic communities, conceptualize teaching, learning, and the discipline of history. Ms. Kelsey studied to be a teacher at a time, 1984, and a place, a prestigious research university, where the effects of the cognitive revolution were being felt as never before. In her coursework, she encountered Vygotskian notions of mediated learning, and studied various strategies--cooperative group work, cross-ability tutoring, dyadic learning--for applying these notions. A class on literacy introduced her to Flower and Hayes's model of composition, with its strong emphasis on preparing multiple drafts of written work (cf. Flower, 1981) . And part of the social milieu of her education program was a commitment to the learning of sophisticated content by all students, as well as an emphasis on the scaffolding of instruction that might allow this to come about (Palincsar & Brown, 1984; Wood, Brunet, & Ross, 1976) .
Similarly, her understanding of history reflected some of the recent developments in that discipline. History has undergone dramatic changes in the past 30 years (cf. Kammen, 1980; Novick, 1988) as traditional political and economic history have been joined (some would say supplanted) by forms of history unheard of in previous eras (Himmelfarb, 1987; AHR Forum, 1989) . Seixas (1993) in a review of these developments noted:
The new social history, the new working class history, the new educational history, as well as black history, native history, feminist history, and ethnic history encompass only a few of the topic areas and methodologies which emerged to challenge the traditional historical synthesis in the late 1960s and 1970s. (pp. 237-238) The single narrative heralding the accomplishments of great, mostly white, men gave way to a panoply of competing voices. Not only have the previously powerless been enfranchised, but also the previously enfranchised, transformed (cf. Berkhofer, 1988; Cronon, 1992) .
More than simply being a new set of topics, these changes cut to the epistemological core of the discipline. The notion of historians discovering the official story of the past faded by the early 1980s as history, along with practically every other discipline, reeled from the impact of the linguistic turn. No longer were historical narratives simply written--they were constructed (Cronon, 1992) , and a disinterested history isolated from the commitments of its authors, a view which held sway as recently as the mid-1960s (e.g., Commager, 1966 ), yielded to a history that bore, even celebrated, the imprint of those who composed it (Kammen, 1980) . In short, it would have been remarkable for someone like Mr. Barnes, trained when he was, to emerge with the kinds of knowledge and the view of that knowledge that Ms. Kelsey displayed. Likewise, as someone who received her BA from a prestigious history department in the mid-80s, had Ms. Kelsey not possessed these understandings she would have been seen as having missed the whole point. 9
As researchers with feet in the educational, psychological, and historical communities, both of us learned to frame our thinking in ways similar to those we lay out in the preceding paragraphs. Moreover, we are not unique in holding these perspectives, but espouse them as members of discourse communities that construct and share these commitments. In one important respect, then, we found favor with Ms. Kelsey's performances because her views on learning and teaching were in close alignment with our own. Indeed, we could not have imagined a better match.
This brief effort to place ourselves, our performance exercises, and the responses of these two teachers in historical context casts a different light on the data we have presented. Teaching cannot be judged apart from the time and place in which it is situated. Had these exercises been field-tested in 1957, not 1987, many of the things Mr. Barnes said would not have been questioned. Few people, for example, would have questioned Barnes's belief that teaching history consisted of imparting a set of facts about economic and political history, or given second thought to his example of a student misconception as the false belief that the Boston Tea Party took place during daylight. Many would have agreed that primary documents are more appropriate for AP students than those in the "regular" or "remedial" tracks (Con,ant, 1963; c£ Hampel, 1986, especially chap. 3) . Likewise, the belief that a set of essays reflected the normal distribution of student abilities, not their prior instruction, their motivation to succeed, or the conditions of the test's administration would have found a receptive audience, as would the notion that practice makes perfect in essay writing. Final-ly, Barnes's reliance on what he called the "old didactic approach" found much support in a research literature of the 1960s and 1970s, a literature dedicated to establishing the most effective ways to deliver verbal information so that students could remember it on achievement tests (Hiller, 1971) .
To be sure, we can place Mr. Barnes's ideas into a context that renders them less problematic than an assessment designed in the late 1980s. Moreover, we need not enter a time machine to find such contexts today. Although scholars and reformers might call for the abolition of tracking (e.g., Oakes, 1985) and alternatives to frontal instruction (Tharp & Gallimore, 1989) , most schools remain tracked and most teaching remains didactic. Much as reformers and academics might argue for alternative images of schooling (California State Department of Education, 1985 Education, , 1988 Holmes Group, 1990 ; National Council of Teachers of Mathematics, 1989; Sizer, 1992) , teaching looks eerily like it has looked for most of this century (Cuban, 1982; Goodlad, 1984) . The question that faces everyone concerned with education is, how do we shake the system? How do we bring about change?
But other questions face us as well, for there is no "hard technology" in teaching (Cusick, 1992) , no immutable set of decision rules. Even if we were to implement change, diversity of belief, knowledge, experience, and disposition among teachers would, and should, remain. The old would still dwell alongside the new, the liberal alongside the conservative. This mixture leaves the question of judgment forever difficult and uncompromisingly complex. In the final section, we again offer a set of possibilities, and ask the reader to consider each in turn.
Alternative Assessments, Alternative Actions Performance assessments have been heralded as one way to allow for diversity and facilitate change. Such assessments, properly used, would elevate the status of teaching by highlighting the complex skills and knowledge needed to do it well. They would represent a "bold standard" rather than an enshrinement of the status quo. They would serve as a beacon for change and provide a means for gauging progress toward it.
The work presented here was undertaken in this spirit. We wanted to find ways to celebrate multiple views of good teaching and we set out to design assessments that looked forward, not back. However, our research group was never so naive to think that new assessments alone would bring about change, and we were ever cognizant of the potential of such assessments to become part of the problem. Moreover, we never believed that data from performance exercises would form anything more than one among many sources of information used to make high-stakes decisions about teachers' lives. At best, such exercises would be part of a battery of information made up of direct observations of teaching, written examinations, and documentation of performances during supervised field internships. Because these sources have distinctive strengths and weaknesses, they would have to be combined to gain a faithful understanding of teachers' talents and capabilities. Shulman (1988) has called this assumption the need to marry insufficiencies.
In what follows, we lay out several possible courses of action based on our descriptions of Kelsey and Barnes. Our goal is to describe some options and explore their implications, to pose but not answer dilemmas of interpretation and action. By sketching out different ways these data can be acted on, we hope to highlight the slippery nature of using such assessments to set standards of teacher excellence.
For simplicity's sake, we resort to several rhetorical fictions. First, we pretend that we would act only on the data presented here, not the additional 6 exercises in the battery, the direct observations in the field, and other sources of information that would be assembled in a real assessment. Second, we cast the courses of action as simply as possible--a binary decision of pass or fail--though any performance system will surely couch its results along a continuum of low to medium to high gradations. Third, we play devil's advocate in this discussion, stating possibilities in terms uncomfortably stark, hoping that such starkness will reveal the implications of each possibility. Finally, we remind readers that these exercises were developed to capture teacher excellence, not teacher competence, and were intended to distinguish between merely doing the job of teaching and doing it well.
Possibility 1: Mr. Barnes passes the assessment, Ms. Kelseyfails. It is easy to get swept up in the youthful idealism that permeates Ms. Kelsey's responses. And while many might applaud her commitment to helping all students learn things she deems important, there are others who would have reservations about her plans. For example, her focus on "history as perspective" deemphasizes the knowledge that binds us together, the shared knowledge of history that many commentators believe is necessary for informed citizenship. Mr. Bames's focus on "342 chests of tea," although easy to parody when ripped from context, represents a view of learning that has the weight of tradition behind it. When two thirds of 17-year-bidS can't date the Civil War within 50 years, when nearly a third don't know who the U.S. fought in World War II (Ravitch & Finn, 1987) , how can we justify devoting a week of instruction, as Kelsey would do, to "recording and observation skills"? History is interpretation, but interpretation must be backed by solid knowledge of facts. Kelsey's deemphasis of facts might suggest that she needs additional time working with experienced teachers. With such experience, she might develop a more balanced perspective on the nature of historical knowledge.
Nor is Barnes's lack of expertise in feminist or minority history a fault. The history classroom needs generalists, not people who can illuminate a single corner of our past. The explosion of new types of historical research has imperiled our ability to provide a "big picture" of the American past. Every man his own specialist has led to the fragmentation of knowledge and spawned legions of brickmakers with no builders in sight (cf. Hamerow, 1987; Himmelfarb, 1987) . The social studies already witnessed this kind of fragmentation in the 1960s when a welter of "minicourses" littered the curriculum. Ms. Kelsey's tendency to give in-depth treatment to issues such as women's history or social history might result in similar confusion in students' minds.
It is clear from Ms. Kelsey's talk in these exercises that she prefers depth over coverage. Yet U.S. history teachers are charged with covering our entire past, and Kelsey's plans for one unit are unrealistic if extended across an entire year) ° One cannot cover all topics in equal depth, and Kelsey's responses provide us with little insight into whether she acknowledges this or--more importantly--possesses the skills to deal with it. The time she would spend on a document exercise or marking student papers mocks the realities of schooling, the same realities that temper Mr. Barnes's perspective. The brand of teaching Kelsey espouses has shown remarkably little staying power in schools. If predictive of anything, her idealism forecasts early flight from the profession. Barnes's approach, on the other hand, represents the quick processing of an expert, someone who has learned to cope with huge amounts of information in an instant. His method and outlook exemplify tried and true pedagogy, an approach to teaching that has withstood the test of time. We are quick in this age of reform to dismiss these traditions, sneering at the kind of experiences they provide for students. As an editorial in a recent Social Studies Review lamented, "Rigorous techniques such as drill and recitation have fallen into ignominy. Forward-thinking courses seek to liberate students from old attitudes, as though from Dickensian prisons" ("Europe Reconsidered," 1992, p. 2). Ms. Kelsey says things that sound good to ears trained on the rhetoric of current reforms. Barnes, on the other hand, practices a pedagogy that has weathered reform after reform. And so these questions arise: Should our standards of teacher excellence consider the long view, taking into account venerable ways of conceptualizing good teaching? Or should our approach be unabashedly presentist, borne by the hope that what we offer today is not merely new, but better? Or should we make some attempt to do both, grafting old onto new in the belief that eclecticism will lead, not to confusion, but strength?
Possibility 2: Mr. Barnes fails the assessment, Ms. Kelsey passes. Stated in the starkest of terms, one might argue that teaching carries an ethical responsibility to insure that all students have access to important knowledge and the opportunity to use such knowledge in ways that stretch their minds. According to this argument, Mr. Barnes made a fatal error when he dismissed out of hand the use of primary documents with anyone but his top students. Mr. Barnes believes that students of different abilities should be provided with different curricula and different goals. Yet the notion that only elite students should be provided access to specialized knowledge or given the opportunity to interact with stimulating curricula is being challenged by today's reform efforts (cf. Resnick & Resnick, 1991) . It is not that Mr. Barnes would disagree with the idea that "all students can learn." He believes they can. But he would disagree with the claim that all students can learn complex subject matter and think about it in sophisticated ways. His words suggest that he does not question the labels students bring with them to class. Moreover, there is little evidence that his pedagogical practices would lead him to reconsider these labels.
By denying certification to Mr. Barnes, Possibility 2 takes a stand on what teachers ought to know, think, and believe about teaching and learning. But despite this stand--and the statements of reformers, policymakers, and scholars it represents--there are many schools in which Mr. Barnes would be a valued staff member. We would go so far as to say that the notion that "all students can learn sophisticated content" is a normative ideal, a cherished hope not yet supported by an empirical knowledge base. We know of no studies that demonstrate that remedial students can successfully interpret difficult historical sources, no studies that systematically document teachers' success helping all students learn to identify, explore, and solve historical problems. We believe--indeed, we hope--that such studies will be forthcoming. But in the meantime, can we penalize Barnes for not embracing a hope that has yet to be empirically and experientially realized?
To what extent, then, should the historical, intellectual, and social contexts in which teachers practice be factored into the outcome of an assessment? Should Barnes and Kelsey be judged by the same standards? Or should these standards take into account each teachers' respective intellectual and personal histories? Or even the norms of the schools in which they work? Possibility 3. Both teachers pass. It is likely that if a group of experienced social studies teachers reviewed Mr. Barnes's performances, they would agree that he is a competent professional who deserves to pass the assessments. The},' would note that he could justify his answers, could speak about teaching consistent with their own understanding, and was able to demonstrate deep knowledge of the history contained in textbooks. They would note that he is a thoughtful and deliberate thinker, respectful in his manner to students, responsible. The fact that the two teachers differ in several areas--their conceptions of history, their substantive knowledge of history, their beliefs about the goals of history/social studies education--should not be held up for question. Rather, according to this argument, these differences should be accepted as inherent in the work of teaching, perhaps even celebrated. After all, historians do not agree about the nature of historical scholarship, nor do policymakers and parents agree on educational goals or curriculum. And psychologists and anthropologists have not reached agreement on the nature of learning, either. The fact is that no one holds the definitive answer to such questions as: What should students know about history? How should teachers teach? What differences among students matter? Mr. Barnes and Ms. Kelsey would answer these questions differently, our data bear witness to that. And in a democracy, we would hope to create communities that nurtured and supported diversity of thought and opinion.
Yet there is something unsettling here. The diversity we seek to celebrate is rooted in knowledge. For example, we value diverse historical views when they engage each other in ways that enrich the totality of our understanding, but the intellectual diversity in schools often has roots elsewhere. Schools are diverse because the closed-door norms of teaching support isolationism and privatism. Physically and intellectually separated from each other, teachers grow apart and often have little idea how a colleague teaching the same topic to similar students might go about it. The opportunities to talk about teaching are few; the opportunities to watch other adults doing it, even fewer. Consequently, students experience a haphazard diversity, a hodgepodge of different views that they, as novices, are expected to synthesize and understand. A diversity built on acknowledged differences of knowledge, background, and opinion is laudable, but one that results from isolation and ignorance benefits no one, least of all students.
It seems right and good to value diversity, yet we wonder whether there are some forms of divesity that might limit its value, For example, should we celebrate a diversity of "anything goes"? Or should diversity be held accountable to standards grounded in knowledge and principles? Moreover, what responsibility do schools have for guaranteeing that students experience rich diversity?
Possibility 4: Both teachers" pass provisionally and are provided opportunities to upgrade their skills and knowledge. Perhaps the problems of context raised in Possibilities I and 2 could be addressed by ongoing professional development for both teachers. Mr. Barnes has been in schools for close to 30 years and has had little opportunity to experience the intellectual shifts experienced outside them. Yet these shifts have implications for how one thinks about teaching. Fundamental shifts in how we view knowledge, equity, democracy, history, and education--shifts that historians and psychologists, philosophers and political activists are well aware of--are just now trickling down as school reforms. If Mr. Barnes were a member of the communities of discourse that spurred these shifts or if he were provided with easy access to them, he, too, would have grown to think in different ways about teaching, students, and history. Rather than being limited by the intellectual currents of when he completed his MA, easy access to such communities would have enabled him to grow as knowledge grew, to change as perspectives changed.
Likewise, Ms. Kelsey is also a child of her time. She seems enamored with ideas we also find appealing: voice in writing, constructivism in learning, and helping all students, not just the brightest, learn challenging content. She seems blessed with the idealism and romanticism of many young teachers who have not experienced the clashes of educational theory and practice that come with years of experience. Discussing her assumptions and beliefs with teachers different from herself would undoubtedly help Kelsey: either by clarifying and sharpening her knowledge and beliefs, or by altering and amending them. This is not a problem of "in-service" or "staff development," as professional development is typically conceptualized. We doubt that the differences between Mr. Barnes and Ms. Kelsey would be lessened by attending daylong in-services on such topics as "Scaffolding Instruction to Meet the Needs of all Students" or "Changes in the Nature of Historical Knowledge: Implications for Teachers." Brief, one-shot programs neither treat teachers as learners (who filter information through long-standing beliefs and commitments and who need time and space to construct their own understandings) nor respect the depth and breadth of the learning that must take place before real change can occur. Indeed, the typical in-service, which "delivers" new knowledge to teachers in prepackaged boxes, legitimates the very pedagogy we question in Mr. Barnes's performances.
The professional development we envision here differs radically from the norm. First, it would be woven into our educational system. It would begin when teachers first learn about teaching in universities, both from their instructors in liberal arts courses and in their teacher education programs. As models of educated persons, these instructors would craft experiences in which prospective teachers engage with ideas, learn the strengths and weaknesses of those ideas, develop a critical perspective on them, and learn that knowledge is everchanging and growing. Such teachers would then go to work in schools where they, alongside other teachers and students, would explore new ideas in similar ways. Those schools would be structured to provide the intellectual time and space necessary for teachers to keep abreast in relevant fields. In such schools there would be time to talk, to read, to debate, to question, to argue, or simply--to think.
Conclusion
We recognize that in sketching out these different possibilities we may have tried some readers' patience. These readers may view our scenarios as the height of indecision, and argue that our time would be better spent designing exercises that can he acted upon with certainty. For if an instrument allows multiple decisions--decisions differing not only in intensity but in direction--what can be said about validity? Indeed, how can the process of validation begin? Ironically, we view these different scenarios as a start. Each speaks to the "explanatory perspective" on validity sketched out by Cronbach (1988), a perspective that pursues validation by formulating alternative ways to view accumulated findings. Validity, to paraphrase Cronbach, is not a property of instruments but a property of arguments. Each scenario, or argument, views our data differently and comes to different decisions based on this view. Each plays devil's advocate by raising questions, questioning assumptions, and making us rethink things we prize so dearly that we often forget they are hopes and aspirations, not documented truths.
No doubt we could have developed a single scenario consistent with our beliefs about good teaching. But this is a perilous way to proceed. As convincing to us as such a scenario might be, it would still be one way among many to view teaching. By sketching out different ways to attach significance to the same data, we call attention to the fact that competing images of teaching vie for our allegiance. Choosing among them can never be an actuarial task, for each poses a set of irreducible ethical and intellectual dilemmas. Choosing among them, then, reflects what we value, what we want for our teachers and our children.
Although we embrace many of the commitments that organizations like the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards laud in their policy statements--commitments to multiple images of good teaching, to teaching as an enterprise informed by knowledge and skill, to using performance assessments as more accurate proxies of teaching--we leave this analysis cautious of what happens after the data are in. Teaching, like the history that Kelsey and Barnes encountered in these exercises, is bound by place and time. Judges will be hard-pressed to make high-stakes decisions about "better" and "worse" teaching from even the rich data generated by exercises like these. We offer this observation not as condemnation but as warning. Just as it is difficult to communicate the complexities of teaching to the lay public, so it will be difficult to communicate to policymakers how full of conflict, how rife with contradictions, their decisions about accomplished teaching will be.
A Postscript
We bring this exploration to a close with a scenario fundamentally different from those that precede it. Despite the variety of perspectives in the previous scenarios, they all draw on an assumption so deep it goes almost unnoticed: Each assumes that the best way to assess teaching is to assess the individual teacher. This assumption is a pillar of modern psychometrics, and there is little in the emerging literature on performance assessment (cf. Stiggins & Plake, 1991; Wineburg, 1993 ) that challenges it.
But the more we think about individual teacher assessment, the more questions we have. For example, what interests us most are the cumulative effects of teaching, not what students learn after a single course. After 4 years of high school, do students develop a historical cast of mind? Do they become acquainted with different ways of viewing the past and can they use these ways to think about the present? Do curriculum divisions become walled off in students' minds, or do teachers help students forge connections between developments in America and events beyond its shores (cf. Gagnon, 1988) ? These questions all go beyond a single course. In other words, students' educational experience is not the summative value of each teacher's efforts, but rather how these efforts come together and coalesce into something larger. If the sine qua non of historical understanding is the integration of multiple perspectives, the coordination of different kinds and forms of knowledge, shouldn't we look to assessments that capture what groups of teachers can do together rather than what each can do apart?
In this image of education, classes would not "build on each other" like so many learning hierarchies pointing inexorably toward the sky, but would engage each other in ways that expand and amplify perspectives, balance and temper others, and even challenge and confront others. We would not leave it up to students to sort out their teachers' different perspectives but would highlight these differences and use them to teach students about intellectual difference and reasoned debate. The success of such a curriculum would rest on the ability of a group of adults to join together and pool their talents. Teaching would be a fundamentally social enterprise and would demand a set of assessments, and an accompanying psychometric theory, that would capture the totality of experiences that these individuals, a faculty, create for students.
If schools were so structured, if the image of the individual file cabinet gave way to the image--and metaphor--of an electronic file share, we believe that the prevailing intellectual diversity among teachers would yield to a diversity based on engagement and knowledge. If Barnes and Kelsey were to teach in such a school, we might not expect Barnes to embrace the perspectives of feminist historians or expect Kelsey to begin penciling "342 chests" on students' essays about the Boston Tea Party. But we would expect a healthy exchange of ideas, not only about the nature of historical knowledge but also about how to engage students who might otherwise be cast as unmotivated or, worse, unable. In such a school, these two teachers might better understand why they hold the views that they do. And we would expect that over time they would discover ways to exploit their differing views for pedagogical purposes.
Setting new standards for teachers is one thing; providing the conditions for their attainment quite another. For teachers on a vast scale to attain such standards, schools as we know them would have to change. Yet we wonder, for example, how many policymakers would consider a school day in which a third of a teacher's time was devoted to reflection and ongoing study of the discipline he or she teaches? A school building that provided teachers with a carrel of their own removed from the hubbub of ringing bells and other demands? An approach to teacher in-service that looked less like an EST seminar and more like the sustained learning activities that characterize true professional development?
Schools like these are few, but they do exist (cf. Meier, 1992; Sizer, 1992) . If they were to become the norm, we might even find individually administered assessments playing a role that thwarted change. Our hope, then, is that these assessments will become a way station in school reform, not its terminus. Acting as a catalyst, performance assessments might lead us to focus on communities in which teachers learn and benefit from each other. When this happens, individual assessments will have outlived their purpose and will be swept up in the changes that are our future.
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~The principal investigator for TAP was Lee S. Shulman. During its 4-year history TAP issued over 100 articles, technical reports, and other documents. Each of the exercises described here is described more fully in a TAP technical report, which includes a full scoring guide, instructions to administrators, instructions to candidates, and copies of exercise materials. A complete list of TAP publications is available from J. Tate, CERAS 507, Stanford University, Stanford, CA 94305. 2Likewise, we have not calculated an interrater agreement or Cohen's Kappa for our judgments because they were not comparisons of codes or ratings but comparisons of interpretations. In this sense, we concur with Sabers, Cushing, and Berliner (1991, p. 70) , who argue that "agreement in assigning numbers is no less subjective than agreement of researchers about propositions that faithfully describe the data."
~Prior to coming to the assessment center and experiencing the "Cooperative Small Groups" exercise, Barnes had not heard of Aronson's (1978) "Jigsaw Technique" as his corn-ments elsewhere attest: "A secondary way, which I would not have thought of until l came here, would be to use this jigsaw technique." 'The lens of pedagogical content knowledge, when reflected back on Exercise 1, provides another perspective from which to view that exercise. An important aspect of teaching is knowing how to provide feedback that leads to improvements in students' work. Specificity of feedback is often viewed as key in this process (Sommers, 1982) . Knowledge of "providing feedback" goes from general pedagogical knowledge to pedagogical content knowledge when the question moves from "How to make this a better essay?" to "How to make this a better piece of historical writing?" We noted a dramatic difference in the specificity of the teachers' written comments on students' papers, particularly with respect to issues of historical content.
~For example, the documents provided few clues for answering the question of who fired the first shot but were selected because they spoke to whether the confrontation was a "battle" or simply a rout. Like the majority of historians who reviewed these documents (cf. Wineburg, 1991a) , Ms. Kelsey chose the picture depicting a militia in disarray. Mr. Barnes, on the other hand, selected the depiction of the colonists reloading their muskets and taking aim, a picture that, while not entirely without merit, presented the most difficulties given the weight of written testimony.
"Here Kelsey refers to such works as Bonds of Womanhood and Root of Bitterness by Americanist Nancy Cott (1975 Cott ( , 1977 .
"The questions on the form allowed for some leeway in response, and there were places where the teachers' answers did and did not overlap. For example, the question under "The text and social studies skills" was phrased: "Does the text and accompanying teachers' guides (including the worksheets) help or hinder the development of social studies skills (e.g., map reading, understanding of charts and figures; evaluating data, primary sources, original art work, etc)? [cite page numbers when appropriate]." Teachers were free to respond to any or all of the supplementary materials, but in some cases they were directed to specific pages and examples. ~Two major simplifications have been made. First, our interpretations here draw on our two voices, but in a typical assessment center (cf. Davey, 1991) there would usually be more than two people discussing the strengths and weaknesses of a single candidate. Second, we restricted our discussion to only three of nine performance exercises.
"We thank Peter Seixas for helping us understand the importance of this point. ~'We thank Jere Brophy for bringing this point to our attention.
